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DETAILED ACTION 



Remarks 

1. Claims 1-50 have been examined. Claims 1-50 have been rejected. This 
document is the first Office action on the merits. 

Specification 

2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to = 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "20" has been used to designate both an interactive online 
research system and parts of a preferred interactive online research system. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121 (d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the 
filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement 
Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by 
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the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective ; 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: Fig. 5, part 305. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the reference character(s) in the 
description in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(b) are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing 
date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" 
or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the 
examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 5, 37-42 and 44-46 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
a. Claim 5 depends from Claim 5. This is an improper dependant claim. It 
appears that the applicants intended the claim to depend from Claim 1 and will 
be treated as such for the remainder of this Office action. 
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b. Claim 37 recites "wherein said step of associating associating the online 
site" in lines 1-2. This appears to be a typographical error repeating the word 
"associating" unnecessarily. This objection propagates downward through the 
dependant Claims 38-42 and 44-46, therefore, the dependant claims are also 
objected to on the same ground(s). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 22, 24-29, 35, and 45-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

8. Claim 22 recites the limitation "the first value" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. This rejection propagates downward 
through the dependant Claim 23, therefore, the dependant claim is also rejected to on 
the same ground(s). 

9. Claim 24 recites the limitation "the appeal" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. This rejection propagates downward 
through the dependant Claim 25, therefore, the dependant claim is also rejected to on 
the same ground(s). 
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10. Claims 24 and 25 recites the limitation "the user" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. 

1 1 . Claim 26 recites the limitation "online set" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. This rejection propagates downward 
through the dependant Claims 27-29, therefore, the dependant claims are also rejected 
to on the same ground(s). 

12. Claim 35 recites the limitation "Web site" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

13. Claim 45 recites the limitation "the keyword auction provider" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. This rejection propagates 
downward through the dependant Claim 46, therefore, the dependant claim is also 
rejected to on the same ground(s). 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC §102 

14. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent \ 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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15. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 10-12, 17, 18, 30-33, 35-37, 40, 42-44, and 47-50 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt). 

16. Claim 1 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "A method of locating an online 
site, [Ruppelt col. 1, lines 1-3 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 65-67 with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 
1-7 with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34] comprising: 

• providing a question associated with a plurality of predefined answers; [Ruppelt, 
col. ,3 lines 35-37 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 1-11 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3] 

• receiving one of the plurality of predefined answers, the one of the plurality of 
predefined answers being associated with a keyword; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 61- 
65 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3] 

• retrieving a link for the online site, the online site being associated with the ! 
keyword" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 55-60]. 

17. Claim 2 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein 
the step of providing comprises: 

• retrieving a survey page, the page including the question; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 
35-37 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3] 

• presenting the survey page to a user within a Web property" [Ruppelt, col. 2, 
lines 56-67 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

18. Claim 4 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein 
the link is a uniform resource locator (URL) " [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 55-59]. 

1 9. Claim 5 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 5 wherein 
the question is stored according to a question profile, and wherein each of the plurality 
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of predefined answers is stored according to an answer profile" [Ruppelt, cols. 3-4, lines 
61-24]. 

20. Claim 10 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 2 further 
comprising the step of: 

• displaying the link in a window of the Web property" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 29-34 
with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

21 . Claim 11 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 further 
comprising the step of: 

• redirecting the user to the online site via the link" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34]. 

22. Claim 12 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 1 wherein 
the step of redirecting the user to the online site further comprises displaying the online 
site in a window of the Web property" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 2, 
lines 57-67]. 

23. Claim 17 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein 
the step of retrieving a link comprises the steps of: 

• retrieving a plurality of links; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 12-17] 

• selecting at least one of the plurality of links" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 25-38]. 

24. Claim 18 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 wherein 
the step of selecting at least one of the plurality of links comprises: 

• determining an order of preference from among the plurality of links; [Ruppelt, 
col. 4, lines 20-25] 
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• retrieving the link, wherein the link is highest in the order of preference" [Ruppelt, 
col. 4, lines 25-38]. 

25. Claim 30 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 1 further 
comprising the step of: 

• presenting at least one additional question to the user based on the answer 
received to a previous question" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 10-13 with Ruppelt, col. 4, 
lines 46-50]. 

26. Claim 31 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "A method of locating an online 
site or document, [Ruppelt, col. 1, lines 1-3 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 65-67 with 
Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 1-7 with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34] the method comprising the 
steps of: 

• receiving at least one question; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-11] 

• submitting an answer to the at least one question, the answer having a 
predefined association with the online site or document; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7- 
1 1 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 17-33] 

• displaying the online site or document" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 30-33 with Ruppelt, 
Fig. 3]. 

27. Claim 32 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 31 wherein 
said step of receiving comprises: 

• displaying a page including the at least one question and a plurality of 
predetermined answers via a Web browser" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 49-56 with 
Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 56-67 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 
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28. Claim 33 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 32 wherein 
said step of submitting an answer comprises: 

• selecting one of the plurality of predetermined answers by activating a control on 
the displayed page" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 49-56 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

29. Claim 35 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 31 wherein 
the step of displaying the Web site comprises the steps of: 

• receiving a page displaying a link to the online site or document; [Ruppelt, col. 3, 
lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 55-60] 

• selecting the link to display the online site or document" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 30- 
34 or Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 55-60 with Ruppelt, 
Fig- 3]. 

30. Claim 36 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "A method of providing an online 
site or document, [Ruppelt, col. 1, lines 1-3 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 65-67 with 
Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 1-7 with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34] the method comprising: 

• associating the online site or document with a predefined answer to a question, 
the question having a plurality of selectable answers including the predefined 
answer; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 35-45 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-13 with Ruppelt, 
col. 4, lines 50-55] 

• presenting the question; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-13] 

• receiving one of the plurality of selectable answers; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-13] 
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• if the received one of the plurality of selectable answers is the predefined 
answer, retrieving the associated online site or document; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 
50-55] 

• providing the retrieved associated online site or document" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 
30-33 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

31 . Claim 37 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 36 wherein 
said step of associating associating the online site or document with a predefined ; 
answer comprises the step of: 

• associating at least one keyword with the predefined answer, the at least one 
keyword being associated with the online site or document" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 
57-65]. 

32. Claim 40 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 37 wherein 
the association between the keyword and the online site or document is based on 
information from a search engine" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 57-61]. 

33. Claim 42 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 37 wherein 
said step of presenting the question comprises displaying the question and the plurality 
of selectable answers within the Web property" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 39-48 with 
Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

34. Claim 43 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 36 wherein 
the online site or document is at least one of a Web page and Web site" [Ruppelt, col. 3, 
lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 57-67]. 
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35. Claim 44 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "The method of claim 37 wherein 
the predefined answer is associated with a plurality of documents including the online 
site or document, [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 13-34] and wherein said step of retrieving the 
associated online site or document includes: 

• selecting the online site or document from among the plurality of documents"; 
[Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 13-34]. 

36. Claim 47 can be mapped to Ruppelt as follows: "A method of providing an online 
site or document, the method comprising: 

• associating one or more keywords with a predefined answer to a question, the 
question having a plurality of selectable answers including the predefined 
answer; 

• presenting the question; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-13] 

• receiving one of the plurality of selectable answers; [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-13] 

• if the received one of the plurality of selectable answers is the predefined 
answer, using the associated one or more keywords to retrieve a link to the ; 
online site or document; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 61-65 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 1- 
7 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 17-34] 

• presenting at least one of the retrieved link and the online site or document" 
[Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 55-60, with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

37. Claim 48 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 47, in addition to a system and some means for performing the method steps of 
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Claim 47. Therefore, Claim 48 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with 
respect to Claim 47. 

38. Claim 49 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 47, in addition to a program storage device and some instructions for performing 
the method steps of Claim 47. Therefore, Claim 49 is rejected for the same reasons as 
stated above with respect to Claim 47. 

39. Claim 50 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 47, in addition to an apparatus and some actions for performing the method steps 
of Claim 47. Therefore, Claim 50 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with 
respect to Claim 47. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

40. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all : 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the; 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

41 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 



Application/Control Number: 10/619,938 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2161 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

42. Claims 3, 6, 7, 13, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,884,302 (Ho). 

43. For Claim 3, Ruppelt teaches: "The method of claim 2... the keyword" [Ruppelt, 
col. 3, lines 16-21 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 60-65]. 

Ruppelt discloses the above limitations but does not expressly teach: 

• "...wherein the question, the plurality of predefined answers, ... and the link are 
stored within a database." 

With respect to Claim 3, an analogous art, Ho, teaches: 

• "...wherein the question, the plurality of predefined answers, ... and the link are 
stored within a database" [Ho, col. 20, lines 18-21]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Ho with Ruppelt because both inventions are directed towards 
answering questions on computer(s). 

Ho's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt's invention because both inventions use databases. Ruppelt discloses a 
method and apparatus for problem diagnosis and solution comprising asking questions 
to the user, and the user selecting answers to obtain links to documents, however 
Ruppelt does not expressly disclose that the questions and answers are stored in the 
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database of Ruppelt. Ho discloses a system and method to answer a question 
comprising an embodiment of storing questions and their answers in a database. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the storage architecture from Ho and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt, thereby offering the obvious advantage of being able to quickly access a large 
library of questions and the associated answers. 

44. Claim 6 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) as follows: "The method 
of claim 3 wherein the link is associated with the keyword within the database" [Ruppelt, 
col. 3, lines 61-65 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 50-61]. 

45. Claim 7 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) as follows: "The method 
of claim 3 wherein the database is connected to a server hosting a Web property" 
[Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 23-35 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 44-46 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 
57-67 with Ruppelt, Fig. 1]. 

46. Claim 13 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) as follows: "The method 
of claim 3 wherein the step of retrieving a link comprises: 

• querying the database to determine if the selected one of the plurality of answers 
is associated with the link; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 61-65 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 
50-60] 

• retrieving the link from the database" [Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 50-60]. 

47. Claim 19 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) as follows: "The method 
of claim 3 wherein the step of providing the question comprises the steps of: 
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• determining a rating associated with the question and the predefined answers; 
[Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 24-30 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 17-19] 

• analyzing a plurality of questions stored in the database; [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 
24-30] 

• selecting one of the plurality of questions based on the determined rating" 
[Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 7-14 with Ruppelt, col. 4, lines 45-50] 

Ruppelt does not teach determining a rating associated with the question and the 
predefined answers. However, Ruppelt teaches rating answers to gain a higher degree 
of relevancy. Therefore, this rating is applied to the case based reasoning tool of 
Ruppelt to gain the obvious advantage of the processing circuit being able to determine 
what best case based reasoning tool(s) to use on the user. 

48. Claims 14, 15, 20, 39, 41, 45 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,884,302 (Ho), further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0050929 
(Bookman et al.) 

49. For Claim 14, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 3." 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: 

• "...wherein the keyword is provided to the database by a keyword auction 
provider." 

With respect to Claim 14, an analogous art, Bookman, teaches: 
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• "...wherein the keyword is provided to the database by a keyword auction 
provider" [Bookman, paragraph [0153]]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Bookman with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both 
inventions are directed towards using a database. 

Bookman's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Hoys invention because both inventions use databases. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising using keywords, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not 
expressly disclose that these keywords can come from a keyword auction provider, j 
Bookman discloses automated creation and delivery of database content comprising 
sponsored dictionaries containing terms. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the dictionary of terms from Bookman and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of a means of j 
making money by the use of Ruppelt's invention, and providing more results to users by 
using more keywords. 

50. For Claim 15, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 3." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 
teach: "...wherein the keyword is provided to the database by a sponsor." 

With respect to Claim 15, an analogous art, Bookman, teaches: "...wherein the 
keyword is provided to the database by a sponsor" [Bookman, paragraph [0153]]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Bookman with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both 
inventions are directed towards using a database. 

Bookman's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use databases. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising using keywords, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not 
expressly disclose that these keywords can come from a sponsor. Bookman discloses 
automated creation and delivery of database content comprising sponsored dictionaries 
containing terms. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the dictionary of terms from Bookman and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of a means of 
making money by the use of Ruppelt's invention, and providing more results to users. 
51 . For Claim 20, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 1 9 
wherein the step of determining a rating comprises the step of." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: 

• "...determining a first value related to remuneration related to keywords 
associated with the question and the predefined answers." 
With respect to Claim 20, an analogous art, Bookman, teaches: 
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• "...determining a first value related to remuneration related to keywords 

associated with the question and the predefined answers" [Bookman, paragraph 
[0153]]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Bookman with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both 
inventions are directed towards using a database. 

Bookman's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Hoys invention because both inventions use databases. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising using keywords, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not 
expressly disclose the determination of a first value related to remuneration related to 
keywords associated with the question and the predefined answers. Bookman 
discloses automated creation and delivery of database content comprising sponsored 
dictionaries containing terms. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the dictionary of terms from Bookman and install it into the method; of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of a means of 
making money by the use of Ruppelt's invention, and providing more results to users. 
52. For Claim 39, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 37." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: 
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• ". . .wherein the association between the keyword and the online site or document 
is based on information from a keyword auction provider." 

With respect to Claim 39, an analogous art, Bookman, teaches: 

• ".. .wherein the association between the keyword and the online site or document 
is based on information from a keyword auction provider" [Bookman, paragraph 
[0153] with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 57-61]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Bookman with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both 
inventions are directed towards using a database. 

Bookman's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use databases. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising using keywords, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not 
expressly disclose that these keywords can come from a keyword auction provider. 
Bookman discloses automated creation and delivery of database content comprising 
sponsored dictionaries containing terms. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the dictionary of terms from Bookman and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of a means of 
making money by the use of Ruppelt's invention, and providing more results to users by 
using more keywords. 
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53. Claim 41 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Bookman) as 
follows: "The method of claim 39 wherein said step of providing the online site or 
document comprises the step of: providing a link to the online site or document via a 
Web property" [Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 29-34 with Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

54. For Claim 45, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 44." 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: 

• "...wherein the step of selecting the online site or document is based at least; 
partially on information provided by the keyword auction provider." 

With respect to Claim 45, an analogous art, Bookman, teaches: 

• "...wherein the step of selecting the online site or document is based at least; 
partially on information provided by the keyword auction provider" [Bookman, 
paragraph [0153] with Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 57-61]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Bookman with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both 
inventions are directed towards using a database. 

Bookman's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Hoys invention because both inventions use databases. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising using keywords, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not 
expressly disclose that these keywords can come from a keyword auction provider. 
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Bookman discloses automated creation and delivery of database content comprising 
sponsored dictionaries containing terms. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the dictionary of terms from Bookman and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of a means of 
making money by the use of Ruppelt's invention, and providing more results to users by 
using more keywords. 

55. Claim 46 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Bookman) as ; 
follows: "The method of claim 45 further comprising the steps of: 

• determining that the online site or document has been provided; [Bookman, 
paragraph [0153]] 

• receiving remuneration directly or indirectly from the keyword auction provider" 
[Bookman, paragraph [0153]]. 

56. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,884,302 (Ho), further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,539,392 (Rebane). 

57. For Claim 21 , Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 19 
wherein the step of determining a rating further comprises the step of." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: 

• "...determining a second value related to appeal of the user as to the question." 
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With respect to Claim 21, an analogous art, Rebane, teaches: 
• "...determining a second value related to appeal of the user as to the question" 
[Rebane, col. 25, lines 12-38]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Rebane with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both inventions 
are directed towards presenting information and asking questions. 

Rebane's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with; 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use questions and 
computers. Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem 
diagnosis and solution comprising asking questions, however Ruppelt (as modified by 
Ho) does not expressly disclose that a value is determined related to appeal of the user 
as to the question. Rebane discloses a system and method for data collection, 
evaluation, information generation, and presentation comprising consumer survey with 
calculated response rates. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the rating from Rebane and install it into the method of Ruppelt (as 
modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of determining the best 
question in the logic of Ruppelt to ask next based on other user(s) responses or lack 
thereof. 

58. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,571 ,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,884,302 (Ho): in 
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view of U.S. Patent No. 6,539,392 (Rebane), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,941,323 (Galperin). 

59. For Claim 22, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) teaches: "The method of 
claim 21." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) discloses the above limitation but does 
not expressly teach: "...wherein the rating is derived using the first value and the 
second value." 

With respect to Claim 22, an analogous art, Galperin, teaches: "...wherein the 
rating is derived using the first value and the second value" [Galperin, col. 15, lines 41- 
45]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Galperin with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) because 
both inventions are directed towards retrieving information. 

Galperin's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane)'s invention because both inventions use 
computers. Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) discloses a method and 
apparatus for problem diagnosis and solution comprising asking questions, however 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) does not expressly disclose that the rating is 
derived using the first value and the second value. Galperin discloses a system and 
method for image comparison and retrieval by enhancing, defining, and parameterizing 
objects in images comprising calculating a weight by using values. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the weight calculations from Galperinand install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane), thereby offering the obvious advantage of 
determining the best question in the logic of Ruppelt to ask next based on calculated 
question characteristics. 

60. Claim 23 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Rebane) as follows: 
"The method of claim 22 wherein the step of determining a rating further comprises the 
step of: 

• adding an additional value to the rating to weight the rating" [Rebane, col. 25, 
lines 15-20]. 

61 . Claims 8, 9, 16, 24-26, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,884,302 (Ho), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,647,383 (August et al.). 

62. For Claim 8, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 7." ; 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 

teach: "...wherein the database is connected to a server hosting a Web portal." 

With respect to Claim 8, an analogous art, August, teaches: "...wherein the 
database is connected to a server hosting a Web portal" [August, cols. 11-12, lines 65- 
2, with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 56-67]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine August with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both inventions 
are directed towards hosting web pages for a searching/document retrieval service. 

August's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use HTML documents. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising a web server that host web pages, and, through interaction, 
provide users with documents, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not expressly 
disclose that the web server hosts a web portal. August discloses a system and method 
for providing interactive dialogue and interactive search functions to find information 
comprising collecting user information for use in the system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the user information from August and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the obvious advantage of creating a web 
portal through the combination so the users of Ruppelt obtain information tailored to 
them. 

63. Claim 9 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) as follows: 
"The method of claim 8 wherein the user and the Web portal are connected via the : 
Internet" [Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 23-35 with Ruppelt, col. 2, lines 44-46 with Ruppelt, col. 
2, lines 57-67 with Ruppelt, Fig. 1]. 

64. For Claim 16, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "The method of claim 3." 
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Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 
teach: "...wherein the question is directed to at least one of demographic information of 
the user and an interest of the user." 

With respect to Claim 16, an analogous art, August, teaches: "...wherein the ; 
question is directed to at least one of demographic information of the user and an 
interest of the user" [August, col. 15, lines 10-25 with August, col. 12, lines 44-47]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine August with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both inventions 
are directed towards a searching/document retrieval service. 

August's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use a database. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising user interaction to provide users with documents, however 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not expressly disclose that questions asked relate to 
demographc information of the user and an interest of the user. August discloses a! 
system and method for providing interactive dialogue and interactive search functions to 
find information comprising collecting user information for use in the system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the user information collection, both provisioned and learned, from 
August and install it into the method of Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the 
obvious advantage of obtaining results supposedly of more interest to the user. In this 
combination, the learned information of the demographic information becomes a form 
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field for the provisioned data of user information so that if the user enters this data, the 
system of August won't have to learn this information. 

65. For Claim 24, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) teaches: "he method of claim 20." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 
teach: "...wherein the appeal of the user is based on at least one of demographic i 
information supplied by the user and interest information supplied from the user." 

With respect to Claim 24, an analogous art, August, teaches: "...wherein the 
appeal of the user is based on at least one of demographic information supplied by the 
user and interest information supplied from the user" [August, col. 15, lines 10-25 with 
August, col. 12, lines 44-47]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine August with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) because both inventions 
are directed towards a searching/document retrieval service. 

August's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho)'s invention because both inventions use a database. 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis 
and solution comprising user interaction to provide users with documents, however : 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho) does not expressly disclose that the appeal of the user is 
based on at least one of demographic information supplied by the user and interest 
information supplied from the user. August discloses a system and method for 
providing interactive dialogue and interactive search functions to find information 
comprising collecting user information for use in the system. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the user information collection, both provisioned and learned, from; 
August and install it into the method of Ruppelt (as modified by Ho), thereby offering the 
obvious advantage of obtaining results supposedly of more interest to the user. In this 
combination, the learned information of the demographic information becomes a form 
field for the provisioned data of user information so that if the user enters this data, the 
system of August won't have to learn this information. 

66. Claim 25 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) as follows: 
"The method of claim 24 wherein the demographic information supplied by the user is 
maintained in a profile within the database" [August, col. 12, lines 44-47]. 

67. Claim 26 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) as follows: 
"The method of claim 8 wherein the Web portal is contained within a window, and 
wherein the presented online set is displayed within the window" [Ruppelt, Fig. 3]. 

68. Claim 29 can be mapped to Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) as follows: 
"The method of claim 26 further comprising: 

• presenting a plurality of additional links within the window, whereby selecting one 
of the additional links redirects the user to a second presented online site" 
[Ruppelt, col. 3, lines 30-34]. 

69. Claims 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,884,302 (Ho) in 
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view of U.S. Patent No. 6,647,383 (August et al.), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,781 ,608 (Crawford). 

70. For Claim 27, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) teaches: "The method of 
claim 26." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) discloses the above limitation but does 
not expressly teach: "...wherein the presented online site is made at least partially 
opaque." 

With respect to Claim 27, an analogous art, Crawford, teaches: "...wherein the 
presented online site is made at least partially opaque" [Crawford, col. 15, lines 4-10]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of : 
invention to combine Crawford with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) because 
both inventions are directed towards showing documents. 

Crawford's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and Augustus invention because both inventions use 
documents. Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) discloses a method and apparatus 
for problem diagnosis and solution comprising user interaction to provide users with 
documents, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) does not expressly 
disclose that the online site is made at least partially opaque. Crawford discloses a 
gradual image display comprising a blurred image representation of an image and 
controls to sharpen the image or accept it. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the image blurring and controls from Crawford and install them into the 
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method of Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August), thereby offering the obvious 
advantage of allowing the user to make a more informed decision as to whether to I 
accept or reject the selected document returned. 

71. For Claim 28, Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) teaches: "The method of 
claim 26." 

Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) discloses the above limitation but does 
not expressly teach: "...wherein the presented online site further includes a displayed 
control so the user can more clearly view the presented Web page." 

With respect to Claim 28, an analogous art, Crawford, teaches: "...wherein the 
presented online site further includes a displayed control so the user can more clearly 
view the presented Web page" [Crawford, col. 15, lines 15-34]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Crawford with Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) because 
both inventions are directed towards showing documents. 

Crawford's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August's invention because both inventions use 
documents. Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) discloses a method and apparatus 
for problem diagnosis and solution comprising user interaction to provide users with 
documents, however Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August) does not expressly ; 
disclose that the online site is made at least partially opaque. Crawford discloses a 
gradual image display comprising a blurred image representation of an image and 
controls to sharpen the image or accept it. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the image blurring and controls from Crawford and install them into the 
method of Ruppelt (as modified by Ho and August), thereby offering the obvious 
advantage of allowing the user to make a more informed decision as to whether to 
accept or reject the selected document returned. 

72. Claims 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of Using HTML 3.2, Second Edition (Stauffer). 

73. For Claim 34, Ruppelt teaches: "The method of claim 32." 

Ruppelt discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: "...wherein 
said step of displaying the online site or document comprises displaying the online site 
or document within a frame of the page." 

With respect to Claim 34, an analogous art, Stauffer, teaches: "...wherein said 
step of displaying the online site or document comprises displaying the online site or 
document within a frame of the page" [Stauffer, page 192, Fig. 12.1 with Stauffer, page 
193 1 st and 2 hd bullet points]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Stauffer with Ruppelt because both inventions are directed 
towards displaying HMTL documents. 

Stauffer's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt's invention because both inventions use HTML and web browsers. Ruppelt 
discloses a method and apparatus for problem diagnosis and solution comprising ; 
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asking questions to the user, and the user selecting answers to obtain links to 
documents, however Ruppelt does not expressly disclose the use of frames in his 
HTML documents. Stauffer discloses a HMTL 3.2 comprising the use of frames in j 
HTML documents. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the frames from Stauffer and install it into the method of Ruppelt, 
thereby offering the obvious advantage of gaining a different interface that supports; the 
fixed interface elements of Stauffer. 

74. Claims 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,571,236 (Ruppelt) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,178,420 (Sassano). 

75. For Claim 38, Ruppelt teaches: "The method of claim 37 wherein said step of 
associating at least one keyword with the predefined answer comprises the step of 

Ruppelt discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: 

• "...associating the at least one keyword to at least one root term, the root term 
being associated with the predefined answer." 

With respect to Claim 38, an analogous art, Sassano, teaches: 

• "...associating the at least one keyword to at least one root term, the root term 
being associated with the predefined answer" [Sassano, col. 19, lines 54-65], 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

invention to combine Sassano with Ruppelt because both inventions are directed 
towards using keywords. 
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Sassano's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Ruppelt's invention because both inventions use computers. Ruppelt discloses a 
method and apparatus for problem diagnosis and solution comprising asking questions 
to the user, and the user selecting answers to obtain links to documents, however = 
Ruppelt does not expressly disclose associating the at least one keyword to at least one 
root term, the root term being associated with the predefined answer. Sassano 
discloses related term extraction apparatus, method, and computer-readable medium 
comprising finding terms based on keywords. These terms, in turn, are keywords. • 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the term extraction from Sassano and install it into the method of 
Ruppelt, thereby offering the obvious advantage of building a more complete database 
index for the user to search when keywords are used. This aids the user in finding : 
more related results. 



Application/Control Number: 10/619,938 
Art Unit: 2161 



Page 34 



Conclusion 



76. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Applicant is advised that, although not used in the rejections 
above, prior art cited on the PTO-892 form and not relied upon is considered materially 
relevant to the applicant's claimed invention and/or portions of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brent S. Stace whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8372. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the ; 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Brent Stace 1_ 
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